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Re: Gas Gathering Line Definition [Docket PS-122,
Notice l] -- Proposed Rulm

Gentlemen:

Ehron Gas Pipeline and Marketing Group, an operating unit of Enron Corporation,
is responding to the refer- rulemkiq on behalf of the several commercial
pipeline ccanpanies that make up the Pipeline Group. The major pipeline
-es that are included in this group are Northern Natural Gas Company,
Transwestern Pipeline Company, Florida Gas Transmission Company, and Houston
Pipe Line Company. These companies operate approximately 38,000 miles of
natural gas pipeline which includes, from a functional viewpoint, in the order
of 13,000 miles of gathering pipeline. Thus, this proposed rulemking is of
e2ctreIrle interest and corn to Ehron as it has the potential to mke a major
mmdaryimpactonthe referencedoperatingccarrpaniees.

From the background information provided with the notice it is indicated that
operators and pipeline safety enforcmentpersonnelhavehad difficultydistin-
guishimJ a gatheriq line frm a transmission or distri.Imtionline. Speakhg
on behalf of the referenced operatirq companies in the Ehron Gas Pipeline
Group, we have not experienced such a general problem. FYomourexperienceit
is an emeption when we encounter a situation where difficulty exists inclas-
sifying a pipeline. Although we cannot spedk for difficulties that have been
experienced w regulatory agencies or hspectors, weftiitquiteunusualto
encounter a controverq or disagreement. our internal determimation of classi-
fication has satisfied the audit&q agencies.

Even if differences have existed between an operator and an agency on interpre-
tation, that would not seem to substantiate the need for a rulemaking, if the
rulemakingwillcauseamajormonetaryimpacttobe~iencedbymanyoper-
ators. Inorderforanychaqetobejustifiedthatwillresultinlargeexpen-
~~~byoperators,itwauldappearthatsomepublicsafetyisflleneedstObe
quantified, with a rule developed in response to that public safety issue. No
such evidence is provided in the supplementary information, and without such
evidence, significant resourcebybothinltustryandgovemmentcould be
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wed on an issue that will not provide any rew frcan a cost benefit view-
point. Redrafting regulations for the sake of inspectors nothavingto impose
their sub-jective judgmentoropinion at times
basis for the proposal.

seemstobearatherquestionable
Nevertheless, with the pmposalnoticed,curthought~

and~l~are~bygeneralfllbjecrt~~o~bel~.

Processinc Plant Definition.
of a gathering line is

In the proposed definition, the primary end point
Vhe inlet of the first natural gas precessing plant

used to remve liquefied petroleum gases or other natural gas liquids? This
introduces rather severe limitations on the "definition" of a pr
Further, it appears to be in conflict with the background di

ocessing plant.

Register pages 48507 ti 48508) concemimg
scussion (Fed-1

response to it.
the GPA proposal and RASPA's

Here, GPAattempts todrawadistinctionbetweenthetreatment
of gas ard the processing of gas where treatment would normally refer to the
remval of constituents which interfere with safe ti efficient handling of
gas, whiletheprocessirqof gaswouldtypicallyrefertotheremvalofhydro- J
carbons which have a higher eccrmnic value when sold separately. The GPAwas
attmpting to shm that gas processing plants were not included within the
NGPSA defmition of pipeline facilities. RSPA's response stated that it dis-
agreed that the Yreatmnt of gasV does not include the pr
This statement suggests that'pr

ocessing of gas.
oessingll, i.e. hydrocarbon removal, is only

one form of treatmnt. However, only hydrocarbon rmcva1 is being refer-
in thedefinition; thus other form of treatmntare being excluded. This also
seems to be RASPA's intent as other discussion in the background inform&ion
only~~~r~~~toplantsr~~LpGgases  ornaturalgas liquids.

The definition for a gas processirqplantfound in one iMustryreferenceis: a
facility designed (1) to achieve the recovery of natural gas liquids from the
stream of natural gas which may or my not have been processed throughlease
separators and field facilities, and (2) to control the quality of the natural
gas to be marketed. This is a generally accepted definition within the industq
and thus such a definition should be included inPart 192, and the restrictive
qualification of processirq included intheproposal, %sedto remve liquefied
petroleum gases or other natural gas liquids", must be removed. Finally, we
believe strongly that the outlet of a process plant nmst be the point of clas-*sification change frm gathering to trammssion if this altemative  is appli-
cable. Breaking on the inlet side of a dehydration plant, for example, would
suggest the plant to be transmission, which is in error, unless it is intmded
that prm= plants would be mm@, i.e. neither gathering or transmission.

EMDoint~Gas (2lEedY Transfer. With the very namow definition of gas pro-
cessing plant (plant used to renmve LEG gases or other natural gas liquids) a
predminant point that will control the eMpoint of a gathering pipeline will
bethecuztodyofgastransferpointwhichinmstcases will be the measuriq
station Itx=ated adjacent to the wellhead. This wcmld limit gathering facili-
ties for mst major interstate gas cmpanies who do perform the gathering
function to those very short lengths of pipe from the producer equi-tat a
wellhead tz the company measuring station which typically would be no more than
100 feet frm the wellhead. Clearly this cannotbeRSl?A~s intentinthepropc-
sal and thus a significant restructuring of the proposalmst be done in order
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to preverktheunin~ed  result as described. Themst feasiblewaytorewn-
cilethisproblemappearstobea&angeofphilosophy  inhawthegatheringend-
points are selected.
the edpoint,

Thatchangewouldbe  fmnapmcess plant always b&q
if one exists, to operator choice of the mst dmnstrm of

variousal~tives. Thus,theer@ointwouldbedeteminedbythemstdown-
stream of the outlet of a gas processiqplant,
the point of last

thepointof custcdytransfer,
cmuniqliq, E the outlet of a cmpressor station Whose

function is to allow or enhanw the production of gas. Ihischangewouldbe
the closest match for the facilities operated by Enron companies to maintain
the axrent facilitv classifications.
explicit in the backgrourxd  di

This point has beenmadeveryclearand

included:
scussion Wherein the following statement is

It is not the intent of this notice to extend the jurisdiction of
Part 192 to wver additional pipelines. That beirq a primary constraint for
this rulemaking, the endpoint determination process must be modified in some
manner ml one suchwaytoaccomplishthatis outlined inoursuggest&version
of the gathering line definition.

-Sk- Requiriq those facilities that are subject to the jurisdiction
of the FERC under the Natural Gas Act to be transmission facilities under Part
192 is a super-imposed criterion that causes diversion of facility classifi-
cation from their true function. It might be argued that the classification of
facilities by the FERC should be consistent with the Part 192 rquiremnts in
that both have a correlation to functionality. Ithasbeenourexperience
however, that this is not necessarily the case. Classifications determined by
the FEEXC include consideration of factors beyond strict function, i.e. such
things as rate impact, competition, etc. The classification of facilities
seems to ~ewithtimedependent~np;hil~yandimportanceplacedon
those factors that do not strictly relate to facility function. This situation
has been very clearly demnstrated by a recent 8th circuit court decision
involvingaNorthemNaturalGasCompanyissue(NorthernNatural~&mpany
vs. FERC, 943F.2D 1219, 1991). In this case, FERC ratemaking authority over
gathering lines Was upheld because of the effect of unregulated rates on the
%pen acces@ policy of the commission. With the FEEC guidelines changing due
to business and market considerations, the classification for pipeline safety
purposesmustbedivorcedf~theNaturalGasActandFERCproceedings.  If
~~cannatbeacccaTlplishedunderthecurrentstatutes,thentheNBsArr;ustbe
revised such that the rquiremnts contained therein are unwupled frm the
Natural Gas Act or any other actwhichmay have requirements thatcharqewith
time as a result of nationalpolicywithregardto energypr&uctionandtrans-
portation. The differences between the FERC and DOT mileages reported by
Northern Natural Gas my illustrati the problem. In 1990, 15,044 miles of
pipelin~werereportedto~ as transmission onthe annual report. Contrasted
to this, 16,255 miles of pipe Was reported to the FERC as transmission pipe-
line. Tel now&ange thepipelinemileageuxxder  the DcrrPipelineSafetystatute
to be wnlsistent  with the FERC mileage - 1200 miles of pipe Would need to be
ffwnvertedfV and then operated and maintained tier the Part 192 requirements.
Of even mre significance is the impact on wmpression. All Northern Natural
Gas ccffnpany cmpression has been certificatea and is thus FERC jurisdictional.
However, frm a functional stanrppint  there are in excess of 100 locations
Containing in excess of 300 units and nearly 300,000 horsepow= that frm a
functional star@oint are clearly gathering and are consider& so tier the
Part 192 regulations. To ffwnvertff these stations to operatetier thetrans-
mission ~;tandards would involve untold millions of dollars, none of which can
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be substantiated on a safety basis. In sumary then, the Pipeline Safety Act
must be dlivorced frm the Natural Gas Act. If this cannot be done with the
present regulation, it is suggested that an amednentbe attached to the
Pipeline ZSSety Act of 1991 that is presently beiq considered by Congress.

Reuuirements for Reclassified Pi-lines. RSPAstatesundertheImpactAssess-
mentsectionthat  it believes therewould bevery fewpipelinesreclassifiedas

.a result of the proposed definition. We believe that tier&aMhq to be flawed
and have addressed it in an earlier section. Ftrther, we note that RSPA
suggests that any pipelines that are reclassified to transmission pipelines
would only be subject to the operating~maintenance
192.

requir~ts of Part
However, that is not what Part 192 requires; Section 192.14 requires

testirq, design review, operating andmain- history review, etc. whenever
a pipelincz that previously was used in a service not subject to Part 192 is to
be operated as a pipeline under192. If RSPA interkisthatthereferencedpara-
graphisnottobe  appliedto pipelines thatarereclassifiedfromgatheringto
transmission under the proposed gathering line definition, then a specific
exception nust be included in the rulw proposed. EPA's promise to assist
pipeline operators in ffovercuming  any problems encountered in complying with
those regulationsff  is inadequate. It is our rmtion
nition of gathering pipeline is ever concluded,

that if a new defi-
a provision must also be

included to fQx.ndfatherff  the MAOP of those pipeline facilities, [su& as was
done in the original rules, i.e. 192.619(c)], that change in classification
from gathering to transmission as a result of the new definition.

Ehron Prc~l. As discussed previously, we do not believe that processing
plants Should automatically denote the mint of a gathering line. For
example, .inscHnegatheringsystPlnssmallprocessingplantsdischargegasintoa
much larger gatheringsystemwhichwnvergestoapointwhereallthegasis
processed, compressed, or introduced into a cross countzy transportation
sYs-m* Therefore, we believe strongly that ach of the endpoint alternatives
should be available for selection, i.e. there should not be a sequential order
of applying the various criterion. Intrcducingthis wnceptandourposition
that the FBEC and IDLY reqkements must be divorced, we offer the followirq
substitute definition for consideration.
earlier pimposals by API and INGAA.

This definition closely resembles

GathEii line means one or more segments of pipeline, usually inter-
wnnecked to form a network, the primly function of which is to trans-
port gas fram one or llbore production facilities to the most downstream
of:
(a) the outlet of a gas processingplant (excluding straddle plants),
(b) thepointof (x1stody transfer of gas to alinewhichtransports gas
toadistrihtioncenteror alinewithinsuchadistrihtioncenter,a
gas storage facility, or an ixhstrial co-,
(c) the point of last cclmminglix~  of gas from a single field or
separate geographically proximate fields, or
(d) the outlet of a compressor station downstream of the point of last
hgling described in (c) when compression is required to allow or
enhance the prcduction of gas.
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In addition, if it is RSPA's intent to allcrw reclassification frogs gathering to
tranmissionwithouthaving tomeetthe conversion requiremnts of 192.14, then
a specific: exemption or waiver must be clearly stated and included in the rule-
- * This might be accmplishfzd by revision of 192.14(a) as follows: "A
steel pipeline previmsly IIS& in service not subject to this part, exce& for
those C&her* Pi-lines that are reclassified as transmission pipelines s a
result of the rulemakinq in Docket 192- (underline indicates addition)
qualifies for use tier this part if the &rator prepares ti follows a
written procedure to carry out the follow- requiremnts~t. Then, 192.619 must
be modified to allow the application of a highest operating pressure to esta-
blish MM?. To accomplish that, the follow- phrase needs to be added to
192.619(a)(3) ti (c), "or in the case of reclassified pipelines as aresultof
-t 192., the five years preceding July 1, 1992". %s would consti-
tute a third qualifying time period for a specific set of pipelines. The two
existing relate to the pipelines that existedwhen the initial rules were put
into effect, with the sew& period relating to the time intenml that was
allowed for offshore gathering lines because those rules were issued in 1976,
same 16 years after the issue of the original rules in 1970.

Enron's response to the three questions RSPA included in the notice are
addressedbelow.

1. Howmnymiles of pipeline currently classified as gathering lines would
have to be reclassified as transmission lines?

Ofthecoqanies  inthe~ongroup,Nort.hemNaturalGasCompmywould
be the cmpany experiencing the mst miles of reclassified lines. As
not& in earlier discussion, about 1200 miles of pipe would be reclassi-
fied frcm gatherins to transmission to achieve the same classification
undler both Dar and Fmc statutes. In addition, 100 gathering stations
haviy in excess of 300 units and cmprisirq nearly 300,000 horsepow=
would be reclassified frcm gatherim~ to transmission.

2. Have these pipelines been subject of dispute between the pipeline oper-
ator and state or federal govemmnt?

Wehavehadnodisputeswith federalenforcemntpersonnelregardiqour
classification of gathering and transmission. A single controversy did
occur with one state a number of years ago.

3. What are the costs associated with reclassification?

With 1200 miles needing to be %onvertedll under 192.14 and assming that
10% of that mileage will need replacementduetounknmn materials or
other reasons we are estimating that approxix&ely 20 million dollars
will be required for this work. In addition, som 100 l'gatheri.qlV  cm-
pressor stations will need to be %onverteP to transmission, and we
have not done definitive estimates of costs. We believe hmever, that
the cost will exceed that whiCh we have ir&icated will be required to
convert the pipelines, i.e. exceed 20 million dollars. The total for
Northern Natural Gas Ccxnpany will exceed 40 million dollars.
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In summary, we recognize the mngressional pressures for F?SPA to react to the
perceived need for a %leaP gathering line definition. In so doing, however,
it is of the Utmost importancx that the definition coincide with the present
classification of these pipelines so that millions of dollars are not spent for
reasonsotherthanpublicsafety.

Dale L. Ccates
Director, CodecCarrpliance

and~mdardsunit

DLC/TNV:qnrq?

CC!: Mr. '1'. L. Kinne, INGAA


